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I. ANALYSIS 



What This' Aiialysls Is Not 

This paper Is neither an evaltiatlon report nor an endorsement for one 
approach to Integrating technology Into the school environment. Staff within 
the Program Evaluation and Research Division of the California State 
Department of Education have completed an evaluation of the state's Teacher 
Education and Computer Centers (TECC) program^ and their final report Is 
cur rtintly available.* Excerpts of this report are presented here In 
Appendices A-D. Because of the relative youth of the TECC program^ much of 
the focus of the state evaluation was on proci^sses and on Immediate outcomes 
(e.g. 9 extent of Involvement of various constituencies in TECC planning at the 
regional and local levels ^ number of training hours provided by type of 
subject area). The recommendations that are made reflect this formative 
approach to program assessment » and most suggestions have to do vlth Improving 
program performance given a "commendable beginning" and Increased funding for 
the current fiscal year (approximately $5 million ov<ir the $6.6 million 
allocation for FY-1983-84). Clearly, It Is premature to recommend the TECC 
program "model" to other states for adoption. 

The extent of need for states to plan and carry out programs to increase 
the uses of technology in elementary and secondary schools cannot be Ignored, 
however. Moreover, the organizational strategies of California's TECC program 
hold considerable promise for building the state-reglonal-local partnerships 
necessary for the success of such statewide Initiatives. This analysis of the 
TECC p^rogram examines these strategies and, based on evaluation findings, 
raises Issues for consideration by program planners In other states . The views 
expressed, while based on findings presented by the California State Department 
of Education, Program Evaluation and Research Division, are entirely our own. 



* Brandes, B., & Padia, W. Report on the 1983-84 evaluation of the teacher 
education and computer centers . Sacramento: California Department of 
Education, 1985. 



Dominant TECC Themes 



Five themes have influenced organization and operation of the TECC 
program In California.: 

o Staff Development 

• Teacher Incentives 

• Local Policymaking Authority 

• Regional Networking 

• Cooperative Plannltig 

The overarching aim of the program is to Increase capabilities of teachers, 
instructional aides, and administrators; the use of microcomputer technologies 
is one area of focus for staff development efforts, and has been the area most 
in demand. Making computer-related training part of a more inclusive staff 
development thrust may (1) highlight a wider variety of appllcatlono for com- 
puters in the classroom, (2) reduce initial anxieties associated with intro- 
ductory computer-use classes, and (3) stimulate Interest in a wider variety of 
capacity-building activities. 

Staff development . The TECC program encompasses staff development 
efforts formerly conducted by the Federal Teacher Centers, the Professional 
Development and Program Improvement Centers, and the School Resource Centers. 
Although many other staff development programs for school personnel operate in 
California at the state and local levels (e.g., the Special Education Resource 
Network, ^he Bilingual Teacher Training Programs), TECC is the only statewide 
system providing staff development opportunities on a regional basis . The 
TECC mandate is broad, due both to the diverse objectives of its "parent- 
programs and to specific concerns in the state for upgrading the mathematics, 
science, and computer-use skills of teachers. Teaching teachers about com- 
puters has so far Included awareness-level and beginning programming courses, 
with more advanced topics planned for future sessions. The use of computers 
in instruction is also a topic of Interest, and the effective use of software 
for instruction is supported by a central software library and clearlnghoube. 




The Inclusion of technology training within such a broad-based 
development program makes It possible to explore the full range of ways In 
which computers may serve the educational process » In addition to learning 
about how computers work and how software may be used to teach, teachers may 
learn abbut computer-based tools that can assist with classroom management and 
associated paperwork tasks. The collection and analysis by computer of needs 
assessment data may also be covered In course offerings, and the branching 
structures and response formats of educational software products may lead to 
greater awareness and discussion of differences In student learning styles. 
Reduced anxiety among flrst-tlme computer users Is also likely to be a benefit 
of learning about technology In a staff /personal development context. In this 
context, It Is easier to feel that ** people come first,"* and that learning how 
to use computers Is a way of extending one's abilities (e.g., by reducing the 
time required for performance of routine tasks). Finally, computer training, 
as. part of staff development, may lead to greater Interest In courses that do 
not Involve direct use of computers. Science teachers, for example, may be 
motivated to learn more about test construction once they have understood the 
principles and procedures associated with computer-based testing. 

Motivating Interest In computer training, or In staff development 
generally, usually requires more than Indirect encouragement, however. For 
the TECC program, teacher Incentives ranging from educational credits to small 
project grants have been used with mlxed-to-posltlve results. Notably, the 
awarding of project grants Is closely tied to the capacity-building function 
of the TECC program. 

Teacher Incentives . Evaluators have suggested that the TECC program 
would be Improved If a wider variety of incentives were made available to 
teachers on an individual basis* Educational credits, which teachers may use 
to qualify for higher salary classifications within their districts, have been 
tried, but their effect has been questionable. Many teachers earn these 
credits while working on advanced degrees, and others have already attained 
higher salary classifications through years of tenured service. With local 
budgets for teacher salaries as restricted as they usually are, the possibil- 
ity of e^dding salary bonuse&t for computer-use skills to existing wage classi- 
fications seems doubtful at best. Clearly, other alternatives must be sought. 




For example, release time with pay for staff development In areas relating to 
computer skills might stimulate greater Interest among some teachers; for 
others, the promise of free software or of monetary rewards for Ideas or pro- 
totypes for uew educational software products might encourage greater develop- 
ment efforts. These and other Ideas for Individual Incentives will be Impor- 
tant elements In future planning for staff development activities. For the 
TECC program, they would effectively complement the ambitious school-based 
Incentives plan placed under program control the State Department or 
Education In the 1982-83 school year. 

■ V . 

As described more fully In Appendix B, 1983-84 TECC funding for local- 
school project grants was $3.3 million, with more than 600 schools receiving 
an average award of $5,273. Seventy-seven percent of these grants were In the 
computer skills area, and TECC program staff and evaluators report enthusiastic 
local-level support for the grants competition. Beyond the material support 
they provide for specific projects, these grants are tangible Investments In 
staff development at the school level. Grantees receive recognition, they are 
encouraged to share the plans and findings of their projects, and their schor^ls 
become demonstration sites for neighboring districts. Through the operation 
of this school-level grants competition, the TECC program has begun develop - 
ment of a **tralnln8-of-tralners** strategy for Increasing computer-^se skills 
among teachers . In a somewhat similar sense. State Department of Education 
Investment of TECC program control In local-school authorities might have been 
aimed at developing a stronger, school-based constituency for Improving school 
' uses of technology. 

Local policymaking authority. TECC program sites are located within 
general attendance areas of California State University campuses, thereby 
establishing the potential for close communication between teacher education 
programs within these colleges and the staff development activities of TECC. 
This was by design, and In addition to nearby location, TECC policy boards 
were mandated ^ to Include at least one representative from these colleges. 
More Important from the policymaking perspective, however, location of TECC 
sites In areas not necessarily contiguous with existing LEA designations has 
provided county school superintendents with considerable discretion In locat- 
ing administrative responsibilities for the TECC program. Where more than a 
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single county holds jurisdictional authority over the geographical area to be 
served by a TECC site » the superintendents have even greater flexibility; they 
may establish multlcounty executive boards to review and resolve TECC program 
lssuer>« Obviously 9 the administrative decisions made by these local school 
officials have profound Impacts on the composition and functioning of the TECC 
policy boards, on the selection of the person to be designated as TECC 
director at a site 9 on the relative amounts of funds to be used In support of 
various development activities , and on the types of programs a site will 
offer. Because TECC programs are new, policy-boards and LEA and county 
administrative units have only begun to clarify their respective governance 
roles (see the discussion In Appendix D). 

Wtiatever the administrative location of the TECC policy board within a 
service area/ teachers constitute the majority of board representation* This 
too Is by design, since It Is assumed that teachers are In, perhaps, the best 
positions to understand (1) the nature of staff development needs at their 
schools and (2) the practical constraints (e.g., required travel time, con- 
flicting demands of classroom responsibilities) that may militate against 
active participation In staff development activities. The Involvement of 
teachers from schools throughout the service area, together with the mandated 
policy board participation of higher education and private sector representa- 
tives, makes for an interesting counterweight to the decisionmaking authori- 
ties and review responsibilities of school and county administrators. This 
"built-in tension" makes the planning, management, and political skills of 
TECC site directors especially important; for local policymaking authority to 
be perceived as both positive and efficient by the State Department of Educa- 
tion and by Ithe legislature j TECC directors must be able to resolve disputes 
locally and Ipresent the clearest possible signB that local constituents in the 
program are all pulling' together . Ineffective TECC direction at the local 
level, which might be the result of too close an identification with one or 
another local \cG:::iatituent group (e.g., teachers versus administrators), could 
lead to internal bickering and the perception that mandated changes in program 
structure are necessary. 

Regional networking . With effective direction, provided locally by the 
TECC director and the TECC policy board, and supportive administration, pro- 
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vlded by locals county^ and state-level officials^ all participants In the 
TECC program stand to benefit. TECC directors may learn from one another^ 
sharing Ideas for programs and strategies for Increasing participation. 
Already there have been formal meetings of these directors ^ and program 
e valuator 8 suggest that they continue (see Appendix D). Policy board members 
may also learn from their counterparts In other regions ^ finding constructive 
ways to work with the private sector and Improving their planning and program 
management abilities. Local and county administrators will be able to cite 
••one more successful program** operating under their Jurisdiction, and their 
direct support may assist In building closer working relationships with local 
school staffs. Finally, state-level administrators will have developed an 
effective regional network for educational staff development, one that allows 
the best program elements to be shared and one that bears accountability to a 
broader jurisdictional frame of reference than the local or Individual county 
school district . Clearly, the "reglonallzatlon" of the TECC program Is an 
Important part of Its sustenance and value statewide. 

The establishment of such a regional network for staff development Is 
particularly Important In the areas of computer awareness and computer skills 
training. In these technical areas, "go-lt-alone approaches" are likely to 
encounter problems due to shortages of qualified trainers, shortages of equip 
ment» and Inexperience In preparing for the anxieties, lack of knowledge^ and 
skepticism of program participants, most of whom have no Idea how computers 
work or how they might provide classroom assistance . Sharing Information wit 
program staff, advisors, and administrators In other regions can go fax In 
reducing the Incidence of these problems. Skilled personnel and equipment 
might be shared, for example, and course outlines and evaluation reports of 
course effectiveness would aid greatly In local TECC program planning. 
Reglonallzatlon Is also one step toward broadening the talent base; resource 
teachers In areas related to computers may be linked to staff development 
courses In other locations and to computer needs at Individual schools by 
statewide conferences or by electronic mall systems serving more than one TEC 
site. 

The success of regional networking, however, depends on how well the 
TECC program remains free of perceived State Department of Education control. 
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The possible reticence of local and county school admlnlstratois to share 
authority with teachers would hardly be comparable to the more active protests 
that might be associated with perceived state efforts to usurp traditional 
local staff development Initiatives. The key to preserving this delicate 
balance between local and state authority may well be to engage In a more 
expansive version of what has been termed In other contexts "cooperative 
planning." 

Cooperative planning . Typically, cooperative planning refers to a mode 
of Joint program design and operation that Involves several different agencies 
at one administrative level. The efforts of TECC policy boards, for example, 
constitute one form of cooperative planning; teachers from different schools 
and grade levels, professors from Institutions of higher education, and repre- 
sentatives from businesses and Industries meet on a regular basis, discuss, 
and formulate unified plans for providing staff development. "Vertical" 
cooperation In planning. Involving local and state-level Jurisdictions, Is 
more often referred to as "top-down" or "bottom-up" planning, to Indicate the 
direction from which plans or planning requirements are expected to flow. In 
these cases, a state-level authority may either provide the plan according to 
which local Jurisdictions will operate, or expect that the plans submitted by 
various local -^level Jurisdictions will be Integrated Into a statewide plan for 
service delivery. For the TECC program. It Is unlikely that top-down planning 
would work, and bottom-up planning^ without strong program reglonallzatlon 
already In place, might produce more disparity and Inefficient redundancy than 
can be tolerated . The solution may call for a vertical form of cooperative 
planning. 

In Its Initial years of operation, TECC sites had the benefit of con- 
sultation provided within their service areas by state-level staff. More 
recently, however, these consultants have curtailed their visits so as to 
avoid being caught In the middle between local program operators and the State 
Department of Education. The State Department of Education has also been 
reluctant to become heavily Involved In TECC operations due to possible 
mlspeixeptlons regarding program control. The Issue of what the state 
department might do for local TECC sites to support constructive working 
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relations I however, Is only one-half of the issue to be spelled out. How the 
state department will provide these services, that is, in what organizational 
capacity, must also be clarified* Re-'sending of state consultants, even with 
; new designated functions, will not make them feel any more welcome nor 
strengthen the orgaal-* zational relationship between the State Department of 
Education and the local policy boards. What might be more successful is an 
arrangement where selected state department consultants. In mathematics, 
science, and computer skills, are allowed to serve on the TECC policy boards, 
either as voting or as noa- voting members ; Much like the representatives of 
private industry and higher education, these state policy board members would 
have their board roles defined within the group process — there would be no 
top^own pronouncement or imposed uncertainty as to what their proper roles 
should be. Instead, these state board members would take on responsibilities 
they best can meet (e.g., coordinating information resources with the state 
department to meet local information needs) , with the assurance that their 
taking on of these responsibilities meets with the consent and expectation of 
the local policy board. From the state perspective, the admission of these 
consultants to the local boards would effectively underscore the regional 
nature. of the TECC program and serve to reinforce the cooperative authority 
over TECC program operations. 

Role(s) of Technology in TECC 

Staff development is the central focus of TECC program operations, and 
technology enters importantly into the staff development plans of the local 
TECC policy boards in two ways — as a high~demand area for staff development 
and as a "hook** for staff development in other areas. 

High-demand area for staff development . There is no doubt that the 
explosion in uses of microcomputer technologies in schools, homes, and busi- 
nesses has created a vacuum in the numbers of qualified computer users. 
Teachers with well-developed computer skills may find job offers from private 
Industry too attractive to pass up; the teachers who are left to teach chil- 
dren and youth these skills will need to know how to use and maintain differ- 
ent types of equipment, to select and possibly write programs to enhance 



software with educational promise^ and to Integrate the use of this software 
Into existing course curricula. For many teachers, these abilities will have 
to be learned for the first time, and for others, these abilities will stretch 
to the limits what they already know. With these obvious needs for a continu- 
ing program of staff development, TECC sites have offered more courses and 
training sessions In computer skills areas than In any other areas to date . 
The present and future challenges for TECC sites are to advance beyond compu- 
ter awareness and elementary programming classes to topics concerned with the 
selection and use of hardware and software products. 

A **hook" for staff development In other arcc^ . As TECC policy boards 
look to the future and to the steady demands for Introductory and Intermediate 
computer-skllls courses, they are not losing sight of the needs for staff 
development training In other, more traditional areas (e.g., student needs 
assessments). In fact, the availability of technology courses Is one of the 
motivational devices (I.e., ''hooks'*) these boards can count on to Increase 
enrollments In TECC-sponsored mathematics, science, and student management 
programs. Technology courses are hooks In two ways; (1) they bring TECC 
offerings generally to the attention of a greater number of teachers, and 
(2) they Introduce teachers to new and more powerful ways of teaching tradi - 
tional subjects and managing routine classroom chores . Brochures and TECC 
course bulletins are likely to turn up In a greater number of teacher lounges 
because of the featured availability of computer-related courses; teachers 
enrolling In courses to learn what computers can do may be shown excerpts of 
science-related courseware, promoting Increased Interest In learning about 
such products and In how they might be used to more effectively teach specific 
science topics. Similarly, teachers may see new hardware configurations (e.g., 
Interactive videodisc systems) In TECC awareness classes, be motivated to 
explore ways In which such systems might be used to teach other subjects, and 
then enroll In a class covering one of these subjects to carry the exploration 
further. 

The fact that computer-skills offerings are likely to encourage Interest 
In more traditional staff development areas should not be overratedn however. 
In truths It may be only a temporary phenomenon, restdtlng from thi± present 
lack of experience of professional educators with computers and software 



products. It is more likely that, as experience with nev ttchnologleB grows, 
the dividing lines between computer-skills training and subject matter or 
classroom management training will dissolve • Science classes for teachers 
will, as a fKacti?r of course, Include a review of the latest software products 
available te bolster classroom presentations. And courses on student needs 
assessments will c<Hvlew how computer-based testing can reduce the time require- 
ment for data collection while increasing the diagnostic power of the data 
that are gathered. 

Implications for School Use of Computers 

California's Teacher Education and Computer Centers (TECC) program 
offers a model for technology training to other states that has considerable 
promise. Within the state, the TECC program has several implications for the 
uses of computers in schools. 

Helping to overcome anxieties . By incorporating computer-skills 
training within the broader context of staff development, the TECC program 
emphasizes that its primary commitment is to help teachers be more effective. 
Cbmputers are thereby defined as one more set of powerful tools to assist the 
educational process. We believe that this approach, in concept and in prac- 
tice from a policy point of view, is most promising for overcoming individual 
fears of new technologies, fears that might otherwise slow the use of these 
technologies in classroom settings . As a result of this orientation of the 
TECC program and of its use of a training-trainers strategy for local capacity- 
building, we think that the lessening of anxiety concerning computers in class- 
rooms will extend to the building level, promoting easier acquisition of hard- 
ware and software prt^iducts for use in instruction. 

What about math and science ? By using computer-related courses as 
**hooks** to promote greater teacher involvement in staff development activi- 
ties, the TECC program makes it easier for teachers to see the promise of new 
technologies for traditional subject areas « As experience with these tech- 
nologies grows, this approach will lead teachers to regard computer hardware 
and software products from the staadpoint of their instructional potential. 
We believe that this is the way such products must be evaluated if they are to 




truly serve educational needs. Moreover, we feel that the Integration of 
computer-related topics Into classes covering traditional subject areas, such 
as mathematics and science. Is the best way for TECC to meet Its mandated 
requirements In these areas . 

Getting parents Involved . The formation of local policy boards, the 
encouragement of regional networking, and the concern for strengthening state 
department, county office, and local school working relations, are perhaps the 
most exciting aspects of the TECC program. We find It dlfflctilt to under- 
stand, however, why parents were not designated as Important candidates for 
the local policy boards . Computer technologies are as commonplace In the home 
as In the school, and many parents have computer-related skills that would 
meaningfully assist school-oriented deliberations. There are many precedants 
for mandating the participation of parents on local school advisory boards, 
and we feel that TECC program supervisors should move speedily to review 
current policies In this area. 
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APPENDIX A: Title Page and lutroductlon to the California 
Teacher Education and Computer Centers 



(Brandes, B., & Padia, W. Report on the 
1983-84 evaluation of the teacher educa- 
tion and computer centers * Sacramento : 
California Department of Education, 1985, 
pp. 1-12.) 
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Education Code Section Requiring Tliis Report 

44680.07. The SuperintenderA of Public Instruction shall do all of the following: 
- (a) Designate the regions within the state to be served by teacher education 
and computer centers with the advice of the county superintendents of schools. 

(b) Approve the plans of each center for staff development. 

(c) Coordinate and facilitate communication among the centers by, among 
other things, making exemplary program models available to all centers. 

id) Authorize the allocation of fiinds to centers based on the approved plans. 
Funos appropriated or apportioned for purposes of this article in any fiscal year, 
may be expended in subsequent fiscal years. 

(e) Report, by April 15 of each year, to the State Board of Education, the 
Leffislature, and the Governor as to the effectiveness of the centers in providing, 
and assisting in, staff development. 

(0 Provide for an educational software library and clearinghouse to assist the 
centers with software evaluation. 

(g) Authorize centers to receive federal funding for any of their functions. 

(Added by SUU. 1963, Ch. 498, EffecHve JuJy 28, 1983. See note following Section 1296.) 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Authorization of 15 Teacher Education and Computer Centers^ (TEC Centers, 
or TECCs) to provide staff development services to teachers and administrators 
6n a regional basis was codified in the Hughes-Hart Educational Reform and 
Finance Act of 1983 (SB 813, Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983). The TEC Centers 
are charged with providing staff development resources in all areas of the 
curriculum, in instructional use of computers, and in instructional methodology 
and with providing technical assistance to support school-based staff 
development programs. (See Appendix A for the statutory language.) 

« 

The Mission of the TEC Centers ^ "* 

The TRC Centers were created as part of former Governor Jerry Brown* s 
Investment in People Program and were originally established and funded in the 
Budget Act of 1982-83. Reflecting the focus of the Investment in People Pro- 
gram, the Budget Act required that two-thirds of local TECC funding support 
improved mathematics and science education. The codified authorization of the 
TEC Centers in SB 813 removed the stipulation of a specific amount or portion of 
'?h:OC funds for mathematics and science staff development but retained an 
emphasis oa staff development resources in "mathematics, science, technology, 
and other curriculum areas for which there are significant shortages of quali- 
fied, certificated teachers." In addition to math, science, and computer 
education, the TEC Centers are charged with providing staff development for 
teachers and administrators across the curriculum, including reading, writing, 
humanities, and ths 

^SB 813 authorized ''13 t?r wore" TEC Centers to be established so as "to provide 
staff development xc:?^rn«^t:;es to all parts of the state." An initial decision 
was made to establl^V tienters* However, the original 19 TEC Centers were 
consolidated into 15 by the* incorporation of 4 L.A. County TEC Centers into 1. 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

ERIC 



19 



The emphasis oh computer education is integral to the TECC mission. The 
Investmrmt in People initiative made a strong case for upgrading the computer 
use skills of California students since future life-styles will be heavily 
influenced by the computer. Computer literacy training for both teachers and 
students was identified as a way to meet this need. 

The reference to the problem of teacher shortages in certain areas of 
the curriculum conveys a legislative intent that, in addition to providing 
resources for professional development, the TEC Centers should also be engaged 
in retraining of teachers to help solve the problem of teacher shortages in 
areas such as math and science. This retraining component of the TECC mission 
requires staff development resources that are much more intensive than those 
n.eeded to promote professional development of teachers in areas in which they' 
are already qualified. 

Each TEC Center was made responsible for the staff development functions 
formerly addressed by the Professional Development and Program Improvement 
Centers and the School Resource Centers. These functions include training in 
elements of effective instruction and provision of resources to build school 
site capacities for self-sustaining staff development. 

The teaching methodology TEC Center function is a major carry-over service 
from activities of the Professional Development and Program Improvement Centers. 
Research on instructional strategies associated with improved student achieve- 
ment is used to design training for teachers in motivation and learning theory, 
specific strategies for diagnosing student learning needs, prescription of 
appropriate learning basics, and reinforcing, monitoring, and adjusting of 
studenc progress. Central to the TEC Centers* delivery of instructional 
methodology training is the training-of-trainers concept, whereby trainees later 
become trainers themselves and provide classroom follow-up to other teachers. 



Another aspect of the TECC mission is the integration of the direct 
training function with a capacity-building function. The TEC Centers must be 
responsive not only to short-term staff development needs by making appropriate 
training resources available but also to the long-term need to empower local, 
staff to plan and conduct their own staff development programs. During the past 
year, the TKC Centers assumed responsibility for the administration of AB 551 
programs, the major goal of which is to provide small grants to schools for 
their own staff development activities. The capacity-building functions of the 
TEC Centers as set forth in SB 813 include the following: 

• Assessment of school staff development needs; 

• Development of school staff development plans; 

• Cost-effective use of existing resources; 

• Evaluation of local programs; 

c Awarding of staff development program grants pursuant to Article 1 of 
AB 551 and evaluation of their use. 

The goal of creating partnerships between the TEC Centers and other staff 
development providers, institutions of higher education (IHEs). and with the 
orivate sector is another important part of the TECC mission. SB 813 stipu- 
lates that local TEC Center governing boards (policy boards) have at least one 
representative from IHEs and from business and industry. 

In-service training for elementary and secondary teachers has historically 
been provided though individual enrollment in postsecondary courses in IHEs. 
Connections to the teaching process and sustained relationships for improved 
instruction were presumed but rarely played out. The TEC Centers were encour- 
aged from their inception to develop closer cooperative relationships with IHEs. 
The TEC Centers were located to reflect the general attendance areas of The 
California State University system (see Figure 1.1). 
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The TEC Centers were also encouraged to identify and procure resources— • 
both financial and instructional — from business and industry. Because the 
private sector is considerably more sophisticated in computer technology and 
richer in resources than the educational community, the TEC Centers were 
encouraged to identify and pursue private sector resources. 

While the TECC mission is broad and complex, the overall intent is to 
provid»5 some coherence in the content and delivery of staff development while 
at the same time allowing for considerable regional flexibility. Decision- 
making authority over each TEC Center is shared by regional policy boards and 
executive hoards, but the legislation also gives the State Department of Educa- 
tion (SDE) a strong overall leadership role in the TECC program. Each TEC 
Center is :^iven the charge of coordinating a major portion of all staff devel- 
opment activities within each region and particularly to mobilize and coordinate 
.scaff development resources and activities in colleges and universities and in 
business and industry. 

Historical and Current Context of the TEC Centers 
A variety of staff development programs have operated concurrently in 
California over the past 10 to 15 years. Falling under the general rubric of 
teacher assistance centers. Federal Teacher Centers, School Resource Centers, 
and Professional Development and Program Improvement Centers have provided a 
setting and context for teachers and schools to have access to resources, 
receive training, and build school site capacity for their staff development 
activities. 

Federal Teacher Centers were originally funded under federal legislation 
(PL 94-842/1976) and subsequently folded into the block grant (Chapter 2 of 
the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act). In California, seven centers 
were funded for the 1983-84 school year. The starting point of Federal Teacher 



Center staff developriient activities is teacher needs, rather than training 
packages or curriculum implementation efforts. Teachers are both clients and 
providers of training, and the agencies broker other staff development services 
which they cannot provide themselves. 

■ School Resource Centers, funded under state legislation (Article 2 of 
AB 551/1977), assisted school personnel with staff development activities 
designed to improve the instructional process, human development, and counseling 
skills. Like the Federal Teacher Centers, a collaborative governance structure 
was adopted to meet general center objectives to assist schools in planning, 
implementing, and evaluating local staff development programs (initially in 
Article 1 schools). School Resource Centers helped schools with needs assess- 
ment, curriculum, and training of trainers and leadership training in an effort 
to promote and improve school site staff development activities. 

Professional Development and Program Improvement Centers (PDPICs), also 
funded under state legislation (AB 4151/1968 and AB 920/1974), were designed 
specifically to strengthen the instructional techniques of classroom teachers. 
Initially, they served grades K-8 and were later extended to K-12. Operating 
with the assistance of advisory boards, these centers served teachers, aides, 
and administrators with teaching and instructional improvement programs in 
reading and mathematics. Diagnostic and prescriptive Instruction, clinical 
supervision, follow-up, and administrative involvement were key features of the 
approach. 

The TECC initiative was intended to incorporate these earlier programs 
into a single statewide system for providing staff development on a regional 
basis. The dominant focus of each approach was folded into the new initiative, 
and new agencies were built in areas where none existed before. The character 
of each TEC Center builds on and reflects the staff development legacy within 
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the region. While most regions historically had been served by some form of 
staff development center, several regions had not had such asrencies; thus, 
their configuration represents a wholly new organization. 

Although the TEC Centers now have a great deal of visibility as well as 
a very significant role in providing staff development to school personnel, 
there are a variety of other major statewide staff development programs and 
many local programs operated at the county, district, and school levels. To 
keep the TECC effort in perspective, it is instructive to note that TECC staff 
housed in county offices of education are often greatly outnumbered within 
their own county offices by other staff development providers with other 
responsibilities. Major statewide staff development programs other than the 
TEC Centers include the Special Education Resource Network (SERN), the Bilingual 
Teacher Training Programs, and the Centers for Educational Improvement Network. 
Each^of these agencies has responsibilities that are relatively distinct from 
those of the TECC program. 

Organization and Governance of the TEC Centers 
The TEC Centers are located to reflect the general attendance areas of The 
California State University campuses, which results in a geographically diverse 
network spanning county lines. Profiles of the 15 TEC Centers portraying their 
diversity are shown in Table 1.1. Figure 1.2 depicts the approximate number of 
teachers within each TECC region. County superintendents in each designated 
TECC region select one of their county offices as the local education agency 
(LEA) to house the TECC operations. In regions where there are multiple county 
offices, the superintendents have the option of establishing an executive board 
to serve as a forum for resolving^ problems and reviewing policy issues. 

TEC Centers are governed by policy boards > composed of a majority of 
teachers. Policy boards work^with TECC staff to set service priorities and 



Table 1.1 

Prcmles of the 15 TEC Centers 



TECC county 


professional 
staff (in FTE) 


General fund 

support 
for 1983-84 


Number of 
counties 


Number of 
teachers 
( approximate) 


1. Humboldt 


2.80 


$ 227,845 


2 


1,025 


2m Tehama 


4.10 


331,325 


9 


3,824 


3. Marin 


3.00 


315,576 


6 


7,465 


4* Sacramento 


3.80 


332,544 


11 


10,565 


5« San Francisco 


2.50 


228,046 


1 


2,580 


6« Alameda 


3.05 


323,279 


2 


12,257 


7m Stanislaus 


2.00 


312,770 


7 


8,173 


8« Santa Clara 


3.00 


378,833 


5 


16,985 


9. Ventura 


5.58 


298,497 


3 


7,260 


10. Kings 


4.40 


313,475 


3 


8,019 


11. Kern 


4.00 


308,068 


3 


4,046 


12. Los Angeles 


14.40 


1,516,642 


1 


50,925 


13. Riverside 


4.00 


413,578 


2 


12,769 


14. Orange 


4.50 


352,186 


1 


13,721 


15. San Diego 


4.00 


390,968 


2 


14,144 
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Figure 1.2 

APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF TEACHERS IN EACH TECC REGION, 1983-84 
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coordinate with LEAs'- to oversee TECC functions. Policy boards also have the 
responsibility, with the concurrence of the county office of education acting 
as the LEA, to adopt a center budget and plan and to select center staff. 

The Superintendent of Public Instruction has final authority for the TEC 
Center program. Responsibilities of the Superintendent and the SDE Include 
designation of the TECC regions, with the advice of county superintendents; 
approving center plans and authorizing allocation of funds to the centers; 
facilitating communication among the centers; and evaluating the effectiveness 
of the centers. The SDE has assigned consultancs to assist TEC Center personnel 
and members of policy boards and executive boards. The Superintendent also 
has the authority to set aside money from the total TECC allocation to fund 
exemplary projects and support services. 

TEC Center funding is based on an average daily attendance (a.d.a.) 
formula and for 1983-84 included a basic operating budget ($205,000) and 
regional geographic adjustments based on the percent of total state water and 
land mass within each region. The purpose of the geographic adjustments is to 
give consideration to variation in travel costs. The 1983-84 statewide budget 
for the TECC program was $6.68 million. Of this total, $6.04 million was 
allocated to the centers* The remainder was reserved to support a software 
clearinghouse and a math retraining project. 

Staff Development Services of the TEC Centers 

Staff development services of the TEC Centers cover three major areas: 

• Training for classroom teachers and school staff 

• Technical assistance to support school-based staff development programs 

• Instructional use of computers 
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The training function of the TEC Centers includes both content (i,e,, 
curriculum) and met;hodology (i.e., pedagogy). SB 813 stipulates that TECC 
training should include: 

• Activities to promote the principal's ability to support instructional 
improvement and the teacher's ability to diagnose learning needs 

• The development of program content 

9 The use of multiple instructicv<5il approaches 

• The use of student assessment data 

In the area of assistance to support local staff development programs, 
the TEC Centers are responsible for awarding and overseeing AB 551 grants 
to schools within their regions. Technical assistance is also provided for 
other site-based staff development programs, including school improvement, 
categorical programs, and district-developed activities. A central goal of 
these activities is to empower local staff to provide their own training and 
renewal programs on an ongoing basis. This objective is pursued through 
direct and referral services to other agencies and consulting services to 
assist individual school staffs to plan, implement, and evaluate their own 
'.vrograms. of staff development. 

Sach TEC Center was charged with providing a computer demonstration center 
to support the acquisition of computing skills by teachers and administrators. 
School staff are trained in: 

• Use of computers as teaching aids 

• Criteria for school acquisition and use of computer equipment and 
software 

• The evaluation of computer-related materials 

• Methods of integrating the use of computers into the routine activities 
of the classroom ' 
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To support TECC'computer demonstration center activities, $127,200 was 
set aside from the total TECC budget for 1983-84 for the San Mateo Software 
Library and Clearinghouse to provide support to the TEC Centers. TECC staffs 
are trained in software evaluation, establishment of software evaluation train- 
ing programs, and methods of integrating software into classroom instruction. 

An additional $508,800 was set aside from the TECC budget for 1983-84 to 
support a math and science teacher retraining project to be coordinated out 
of Los Angeles County. This project coordinates college and university 
content training with TECC instructional methodology to facilitate retraining 
of math and science teachers. 

Contents of the Report 
This report presents the evaluation of the effectiveness of the TEC 
Centers, as required in SB 813, for 1983-84. Chapter II presents the methodol- 
ogy of the study, including evaluation issues and questions, the study design, 
and the instruments and procedures used. Chapter III summarizes the major 
findings and implications, including suggestions for support and resources 
needed to meet challenges. 
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APPENDIX B: Executive Summary, Evaluation of the 
Teacher Education and Computer Centers 1983-84 



(Brandes, B. & Padla, W. Report on the 
1983-84 evaluation of the teacher educa- 
tion and computer centers . Sacramento: 
California Department of Education, 1985, 
pp. v-xlv. ) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Authorization for 15 Teacher Education and Computer Centers (TEC Centers 
or TECCs) to provide staff dievelopment services to teachers and administrators 
on a regional basis was codified in the Hughes-Hart Educational Reform and 
Finance Act of 1983 (SB 813, Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983). The TEC Centers 
were previously established and funded in the Budget Act of 1982. They are . 
charged with providing staff development resources in all areas' of the curricu- 
lum, but , especially in mathematics , science, technology, and other curriculum 
areas for which there are significant shortages of qualified, certificated 
teachers. 

The TEC Centers incorporated the staff development functions formerly 
addressed by the Professional Development and Program Improvement Centers and 
the School Resource Centers to provide training in elements of effective in- 
struction and to provide resources to build school site capacities for self- 
sustaining staff development. In addition, each TEC Center was charged with 
design and implementation of a computer demonstration center to support the 
acquisition of computing skills by teachers and students. A Software Clearing- 
house and a teacher retraining project were also established to provide support 
for TEC Center activities. 

Purpose of the Report 

Education Code Section 44680.07 requires an annual evaluation of "the 
effectiveness of the centers in providing, and assisting in, staff development." 
This report describes the major accomplishments and challenges of the TEC 
Centers at this time and suggests the types of additional support and resources 
that are needed for the centers to meet the challenges. Primary audiences for 



the evaluation are the State Board of Education, the Legislature, the Governor, 
the Superintendent "of Public Instruction and the State Department of Education 
(SDE), and the TEC Centers. SB 813 assigns responsibility for the annual 
evaluation of the TEC Centers to the Superintendent. This evaluation was 
conducted by a team from the Special Studies and Evaluation Reports unit in the 
Program Evaluation and Research Division. 

Major Findings and Implications 

Total TEC Center Training. 1983-84 

During the year, the TEC Centers offered a total of 2,466 courses, repre- 
senting a total of 28,711 training hours. There were 68,726 participants in 
this training. The greatest portion of TECC training activity (nearly two- 
thirds) was devoted to computer use. The area of instruction, or teaching 
methodology, accounted for the next largest portion (about 18 percent) of total 
TECC training activity in terms of number of training hours. In contrast, 
the curriculum area accounted for approximately 10 percent of total training 
time. 

There was considerable variation among the 15 TEC Centers in tha level 
of effort devoted to each training area. For example, one center provided all 
of Its training in the computer area, stating that curriculum and Instruction 
were adequately covered by other staff development providers, especially in the 
county offices. Two other centers provided more training in instruction than in 
any other area. And one center divided its training activity approximately 
evenly among the areas of curriculum, instruction, and computer use. 
Computer Training 

The TEC Centers provide instruction in computer technology, including 
training in computer awareness, use of hardware and software, classroom 
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appLicaCions, and programming. During 1983-84 the TEC Centers statewide con- 
ducted 1,612 computer training sessions representing a total of 18,100 training 
hours. There were 43,918 participants in these training activities. Of the 
compute.- training workshops offered, 87 percent were at an introductory, or 
awarem-ss, level; 11 percent were at a comprehensive, or advanced level; and 2 
percer,,. were training of trainers courses. 

There is no doubt that the TEC Centers have scored a major accomplishment 
in that they have made great progress toward bringing computer awareness and 
skills to California teachers. As the showcase for computer activity in Cali- 
fornia education, the TEC Centers should continue to be state of the art in 
hardware, software, and training. In order to remain at the forefront in 
■technology training, the TEC Centers should no longo.r conduct awareness training 
as their predominant offering in the computer area. The development of a 
strategic plan for TEC Center involvement in technology would be the beginning 

of a process to sift out the priorities in the computer area and to balance 

these with other staff development priorities. 

Instruction, or Teaching Methodology. Training 

Training in instruction, or teaching methodology, includes pedagogy, 

instructional techniques, learning styles, and classroom management. The TEC 

Centers reported offering a total of 295 courses in instructional methodology 

during the year. These courses included 5,111 training hours for 8,712 

participants. 

Training in instruction tends to be more intensive in terms of training 
time than training offered in other areas. The average number of hours per 
course was 17.3 for instruction, 11.2 for computer use, and 9.7 for curriculum. 
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One of the most striking findings is the relatively low level of activity 
in math and science training, not only from TEC Centers but from other education 
agencies as well> 

Between February 1983 and February 1984, the TEC Centers conducted an 
average of 8.5 math training workshops representing an average of 130 total 
hours of math training. Tha median number of individuals participating in math 
training at each center was 140. During the same period of time, the TEC 
Centers conducted an average of six science workshops representing an average 
of 27 total hours of science training. The median number of individuals 
participating in science training at each center was 84. 

These numbers are in contrast to the large number of sessions in the 
computer area. Center directors' estimates of math training as a percentage of 
total trainings hovered around 5 percent to 10 percent; in science, the figure 
was closer to 5 percent, or less. TEC Center directors feel that more staff 
development in both math and science is needed. In response to a mail survey, 
U out of 14 directors said that there is a need for their centers to provide 
more math staff development than is currently offered. All 14 directors 
responding to the survey said that there is a need for their centers to provide 
more science staff development. 

The reasons why the TEC Centers are providing less math and science staff 
development than is needed include lack of client demand, higher priority in 
other areas (especially computers), lack of qualified trainers, lack of re- 
sources, and insufficient time to develop a plan for math and science staff 
development. While it is understandable that the TEC Centers have not done 
more, there is an expectation that they will begin to make a significant 
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contribution to the overwhelming staff development needs in curriculum, 

especially math and science, 

AB 551 School Staff Development Programs 

During 1982-83 the TEC Centers assumed responsibility for administering 
AB 551 programs, including providing training and assistance in proposal 
writing, selecting grant recipients, and coordinating local projects. Manage- 
ment of AB 551 programs was previously the responsibility of the SDE. The total 
allocation for AB 551 during 1983-84 was $3,353,902. The average grant amount 
was $5,273. Grants were received by a total of 636 schools, of which 179 were 
elementary and 457 were secondary schools. Most (77.5 percent) AB 551 programs 
are currently devoted to computer staff development. 

In our interviews with TECC staff, we found overwhelming acclamation for - 
Che AB 551 program. This expression of support for AB 551 was especially 
noteworthy from those TECC directors who conceded that they devote relatively 
Lit^e staff time to AB 551. It is currently one of the few incentive programs 
tor staff development at the site level, and it is structured to capture much of 
Che essence of good staff development. Several TEC Centers have established 
ocher .;raat programs modeled in part after AB 551. 
Staff Development Strategies and Delivery Models 

Staff development services provided by the TEC Centers include direct 
training and capacity-building services in support of site-based staff develop- 
ment programs. At the present time, a majority (79 percent) of TECC training 
is offered at an introductory, or awareness, level. Approximately one-half (51 
percent) of all TECC training consists of a single session. TECC staff are 
caught between the pressure to do many things at a relatively superficial level, 
on the one hand, and a recognition that the only way they can have a major 
impact is by leveraging their influence in various ways, on the other. Most 



centers have already conducted (or plan to conduct in the near future) some type 
of trainlng-of-trainers activity; and there seems to be a consensus among the 
directors that this will be a major thrust of future TECC activity. In the long 
term, the centers will have to rely on trainer cadres and other leveraging 
activities!^ tu meet th?. needs within their regions. 

While a few centers are exemplary in attempting to direct a large portion 
of their resources toward empowering schools and districts to conduct their own 
staff development programs, capacity-building is the type of service most in 
need of augmentation by the TEC Centers overall. From the perspective of a 
regional staff development network, such as the TEC Centers, the optimal 
strategy— both in tzenns of impact and of resource management—is to assist 
schools and districts in developing staff development plans and linking them to 
the resources needed to carry out those plans, with the major impetus for staff 
development coming from the local agencies. For the TEC Centers to exert an 
optimal influence on school personnel, there must be a corresponding local 
commitment to staff development. 

Organizational Relationships Involving the TEC Centers 

The TEC Centers have a complex organizational and governance structure, 
with various leadership roles and lines of authority shared by regional policy 
boards and executive boards, local education agencies (i.e., county offices of 
education designated to administer TEC Center budgets), and the Superintendent 
of Public Instruction. SB 813 also conveys a legislative intent that the TEC 
Centers will constitute a statewide staff development network and that within 
their own regions indiviclual TEC Centers will take an active role in developing 
partnerships with other staff development providers, institutions of higher 
education (IHEs)^ and business and industry. 



Most of the organizational relationships involving the TEC Centers were not 
explored in depth during this evaluation. However, considerable attention was 
devoted to. examining relationships between the TEC Centers and the SDE because 
this seems to be an especially critical time in the development of their respec- 
tive roles in the TECC program. To a lesser extent the evaluation included an 
examination of relationships among the 15 TEC Centers and partnerships with 
business and industry and with IHEs. The report includes a description and 
analysis. of these relationships. 

Formal links between the TEC Centers and both IHEs and business and 
industry occur as the result of statutory language regarding composition of 
TEC Center policy boards. A few centers have also launched imaginative efforts^ 
to establish relationships with IHEs and with business and industry. The best, 
example of such a partnership with IHEs is that with the California Math Project. 
However, in general, the link between the TEC Centers and these other sectors is 
not yet strong. 

The SDE has not yet designed a systematic approach to linking the various 
developmental and policy units of the SDE with the TEC Centers. In general, 
there is a need for the SDE to provide more organizational leadership of the 
TKCC proj^ram. The SDE is uniquely positioned to influence state-level educa- 
tional policy, and the TEC Centers currently have a stronger opportunity than 
any other local agency to effect partnerships among all of the regional and 
local agencies that can contribute to solutions of our staff development needs. 
Major Accomplishments and Challenges of the TEC Centers 

Two purposes of this evaluation were to summarize the major accomplishments 
of the TEC Centers to date and to identify the challenges that the TEC Centers 
must meet. These judgments by the evaluators are based on a synthesis of all 
the information gathered for the. study. 



Major accomplls*hments > In less than two years the TKC Ck^vr^r^ hn^e: 

• Become an effective regional staff deve.lopmeoc M/v^*ur.K. 

• Adapted to a complex governance structure 

• Begun to Implement delivery models that use the uoat etf^cclve staff 
development practices 

a Made great progress toward bringing computer awareness and skills to 
California teachers 

• Successfully assumed responsibility for administering AB 551 programs 
a Provided training to school staffs In Instructional methodology, math, 

science, and other areas of the curriculum 
a Begun to create partnerships with IHEs, business, and Industry 
Challenges , The major challenges that the TEC Centers must meet are as 
follows: 

a Provide comprehensive staff development services with limited resources, 
a Respond to regional and statewide staff development needs over time, 
a Provide training that is more intensive and includes follow-up. 
a Provide more services in support of site-based staff development 
programs. 

a Remain state of the art in instructional uses of the computer and 
educational software. 

a Provide more computer training that is integrated with curriculum. 

a Increase services in math, science, and other areas of the curriculum. 

a Increase partnerships with IHEs and with business and industry. 

Not surprisingly, some of the significant accomplishments of the TEC 
Centers are closely related to the challenges that they must now meet. As 
relatively new agencies the TEC Centers have made a commendable beginning in 
becoming an effective regional network and in providing many of the staff 
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development resources and services that are needed to accomplish their broad 
mission. They are , already a high-payoff investment in educational reform. 
Their challenges for the future are to increase the breadth and depth of their 
services, to the extent that resources and the state of the art permit, and to 
strengthevi their role as major staff development providers in California. 

The educational reform movement in California is currently placing great 
emphasis on strengthening the curriculum. Through SB 813 and current priorities 
of Superintendent Honig and the SDE, the TEC Centers are being pressed to become 
part of this curriculum improvement effort by providing more staff development 
resources combining content and instructional methodology in all areas of the 
curriculum. Given the relatively minor role that the TEC Centers have had in , 
curriculum so far, accomplishing this will require a significant change of 
direction. The recent effort by many TEC Centers to offer more computer 
training that is integrated with content is a natural bridge to more staff 
development in curriculum. 

Support and Resources Needed to Meet Challenges 

In order to meet their challenges, the TEC Centers should consider in- 
creasing their efforts in certain areas by redirecting a portion of their total 
allocation to such activities, especially curriculum and capacity-building ser- 
vices. It was evident during 1983-84 that the TEC Centers needed additional 
funds to accomplish their mission. The Legislature responded to this need and 
appropriated an additional $5.1 million for 1984-85, giving the TEC Center pro- 
gram a total allocation of $11.78 million. While the mission is so large that 
it will always stretch resources to provide comprehensive staff development 
services to California schools, the new allocation will enable the young TEC 
Center program to grow substantially. In the judgment of the evaluators, the 



following additionar^ support and resources are now needed to enable the TEC 
Ceater program to meet current challenges: 

• Strengthening of the TEC Center network through: 

- A comprehensive planning process for the network linked to 
assessment of needs and priorities in each region 
A closer cooperative relationship between the SDE and the TEC 
Centers 

An Improved data base to document services and training 
e _ Recognition by the Legislature and others of the danger of 
overburdening the TEC Centers 

• Action by the Legislature and others to increase incentives for staff 
development 
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APPENDIX C: Teacher Education and Computer Center 
Statutory Authorization: Chapter 498, Article 2 
(SB813, Statutes of 1983) 



(Brandes, B., & Padla, W. Report on the 
1983-84 evaluation of the teacher educa- 
tion and computer centers * Sacramento: 
California Department of Education, 1985, 
pp. 83-86.) 



44680. As used in this article, "teacher education and computer centers" 
means those centers .established by the Superintendent of Public Instruction 
to provide those functions previously provided by the state school resource 
centers and the professional development and program improvement centers. 

44680.02. The Superintendent of Public Instruction, with, the advice of 
the county superintendents of schools, shall establish 15 or more teacher 
education and computer centers in the state in such a manner as to provide staff 
development resources to all parts of the state. 

44680.03. The purpose of the teacher education and computer centers is to 
provide staff development resources to teachers, administrators, other school 
personnel, and other persons providing services to schools. These staff 
development resources shall be provided in all areas of the curriculum, but 
especially in mathematics ,. science, technology, and other curriculum areas 

for which there are significant shortages of qualified, certificated teachers. 
The centers shall provide these resources in cooperation with institutions of 
higher education, business, and industry. 

'4^''>S0.04. The teacher education and computer centers shall serve the 
follow 5 functions; 

(a) Provide training for classroom teachers and school staffs, including: 
(1) activities to promote the principal's ability to support instructional 
improvement and the teacher's ability to diagnose learning needs, (2) the 
development of program content, (3) the use of multiple instructional approaches 
and (4) asssessment of student outcome;:;. 

(b) Provide assistance to school personnel developing site'-based staff 
development programs including: (1) assessment of school staff development 
needs, (2) development of school staff development plans, (3) training school 
personnel to train other school personnel, (4) cost-effective use of existing 
resources, (5) evaluation of local programs, and (6) the awarding of staff 
development program grants pursuant to Article 1 (commencing with Section 44670) 
of this chapter, and evaluation of their use. 

(c) Provide computer demonstration and training sites where teachers are 
trained in: (1) the use of computers as teachings aids, (2) the criteria for 
school acquisition and use of computer equipment and software, and (3) the 
evaluation of computer-related materials. 

44680.05. (a) The county superintendents of schools in each of the 15 
regions which serve mora than one county designated by the Superintendent of 
Public Instruction shall jointly designate a single county office of education 
to act as the local education agency for purposes of administering the regional 
teacher education and computer center's budget. 

(b) The designated local education agency shall: 

(1) Approve the center's budget for purposes of receiving and disbursing 
funds. 



(2) Employ staff by contract for purposes of carrying out the center's 
functions. 

44680.06. (a) The county superintendents of schools in each of the 15 
regions which serve more than one county designated by the Superintendent of 
Public Instruction may jointly establish regional executive boards to serve 
as a forum for resolving problems and reviewing policy issues. 

(b) Executive boards shall be composed of all county superintendents of 
schools within each region which chooses to establish a regional executive 
board. 

(c) Executive boards may change the designation of the county office of 
education to act as the local education agency for the teacher education and 
computer center. 

44680.07. The Superintendent of Public Instruction shall do all of the 
following: 

(a) Designate the regions within the state to be served by teacher 
education and computer centers with the advice of the county superintendents 
of schools. 

(b) Approve the plans of each center for staff development. 

(c) Coordinate and facilitate communication among the centers by, among 
other things/ making exemplary program models available to all centers. 

(d) Authorize the allocation of funds to centers based on the approved 
plans. Funds appropriated or apportioned for purposes of this article in any 
fiscal year, may be expended in subsequent fiscal years. 

(e) Report, by April 15 of each year, to the State Board of Education, 
the Legislature, and the Governor as to the effectiveness of the centers in 
providing, and assisting in, staff development. 

(f) Provide for an educational software library and clearinghouse to 
assist the centers with software evaluation. 

(g) Authorize centers to receive federal funding for any of their 
functions. 

44680.08. the State Board of Education, in conjunction with the Superin- 
tendent of Public Instruction, shall adopt rules and regulations necessary to 
implement this article. 

44680.09. Each teacher education and computer center shall be governed by 
a policy board of at least 12 members composed of the following: 

(a) A majority of the board shall be composed of classroom teachers 
selected by teachers. Teacher representatives shall reflect the makeup of 
elementary and secondary teachers to be served by the center. 
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(b) Persons designated by the school districts served by the center, 
including at least one parent of an elementary or secondary pupil and at 
least one principal.. 

(c) At least one representative of institutions of higher education which 
maintain a department of education and which are located in, or adjacent to, 
the area served by the center selected by these institutions. In the event 
that more than one representative is selected, the additional representative 

or representatives shall not represent the same segment of postsecondary 
education. 

(d) At least one representative of a business or industry, who, if 
feasible, shall be from a business or industry which utilizes, produces, or is 
otherwise involved with computer equipment and software. 

44680.10. (a) Each policy board shall operate pursuant to guidelines 
established by the local education agency of the region which the teacher 
education and computer center serves and shaJLl meet as necessary. 

(b) Policy boards shall do all of the following: 

(1) Determine program emphasis and direct and guide center staff to ensure 
that staff development services are generally available within the region. 

(2) Select center staff, with the concurrence of the superintendent 
representing the center's local education agency, and contract for other 
needed services through the county office of education serving as the local 
education agency for the center. 

(3) Offer opportunities for agencies and other parties to be heard at 
board meetings. 

(4) Adopt bylaws to guide board meetings, 

(5) Adopt a center budget and plan with the concurrence of the county 
office of education acting as the local education agency. 

(c) Any actions taken by the policy boards shall be subject to all of the 
limitations imposed by law upon county offices of education. 

44680.11. The Superintendent of Public Instruction, pursuant to the 
purposes set forth in Section 44680.03, may set aside money to fund exemplary 
projects in teacher education and computer centers which may include any of 
the following: 

(a) Teacher training institutes in math and* science, including but not 
limited to, retraining programs and summer institutes. 

(b) Programs to encourage industry and business to exchange personnel and 
other resources with schools. 

ic)}- Teacher training and parental involvement programs designed to 
maximize: school and home use of educational technology for instructional 
.V pur poses •' : : ;/ '-t; . • 



(d) Assistance to school districts located within the region in the 
development of educational technology plans, computer education plans, or 
proposals for reading, math, or science projects. 

(e) Advice for postsecondary educational institutions located within the 
region which have received grants for the purpose of meeting the training 
needs of the region's teachers. 

44680.12. Teacher education and computer centers may apply for exemplary 
project funding through the regular planning and budgeting cycle. 
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the Teacher Education and Computer Centers 
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Organi;sat5onal Relationships Involving the TEC Centers 

The TEC Centers h^ve a complex organizational and governance structure, 
with various leadership roles and lines of authority shared by regional policy 
boards and executive boards; local education agencies (i.e., county offices of 
education designated to administer TEC Center budgets); and the Superintendent 
of Public ListructloR. SB 813 also conveys a legislative intent that the TEC 
Centers vlll constitute a statewide staff develppment network and that within 
their own regions Individual TEC Centers will take an active role in developing 
partnerships with '^i:her staff development providers, IHEs, and business and 
Industry. 

In addition to having a complex governance structure and a very ambitious 
mandate for creating regional staff development networks , the TEC Centers are * 
still quite younj;. Consistent patterns in their organizational relationships 
will be more clearly discernible in the next two to three years. It was partly 
for this reason, as well as the sheer difficulty of the task, that we did not 
explore most of these relationships in depth during this evaluation. We did, 
however, devote considerable attention to examining relationships between the 
TEC Centers and the SDE because this seems to be an especially critical time in 
the development of their respective roles in the TECC program. To a lesser 
extent we also studied relationships among the 15 TEC Centers and partnerships 
with business and industry and with IHEs. This section includes a description 
and analysis of these relationships. 

Several TECC directors and policy board members commented on difficulties 
in clarifying local governance roles. These difficulties appear to reflect 
ambiguities or disagreements in the respective authority and responsibilities of 
policy boards, executive boards, and host LEAs. A few interviewees said that It 
would be helpful to have regulations to clarify roles, responsibilities, and 



authority of the various groups. To some extent the potential for conflict 
seems to be built into the system, which represents a compromise between a 
teacher-dominated and an administrator-dominated governance structure. At this 
time individual TEC Centers seem to be dealing with this complexity with varying 
degrees of success. In a few regions, we developed the strong impression that 
the TEC Center is operating as a unit within the host LEA, with a relatively 
weak role for the local policy board and relatively little identification with 
the TEC Center network as a whole or a statewide mission. In some other 
regions the TEC Center has a definite regional orientation and receives most of 
its direction from the policy board. Clearly, the issue of relationships 
between TEC Centers and county offices of education is a delicate one. Since 
the TEC Center network is still relatively new and generally well regarded, some 
county office staff may fear that the TEC Centers could be the harbinger of some 
larger regionalization move. Certainly it would be rec^rettable for the TEC 
Centers to carry the baggage for this much larger debate. 
Relationships with Business and Industry 

SB 813 stipulates that TEC Center policy boards have at least one repre- 
oe'^iiacive from business and industry. The TEC Centers ar3 also encouraged to 
identify and procure resources — both financial and instructional — from business 
and industry, because the private sector is considerably more sophisticated in 
computer technology and* more resource-rich than the educational community, Che 
TEC Centers are encouraged }:o identify and pursue private sector resources. We 
did not study in depth the TEC Center efforts to develop these partnerships, but 
our observations corroborated the findings of the evaluation for 1982-83: TEC 
Centers were the most successful In building partnerships with the computer 
industry, while their relationships with other businesses and industries were 
limited. Only two of the 15 TECC directors described a subscancial amount of 



activity around developing these partnerships. The most successful of these is 
housed in a county office which has made partnerships a major offlcewlde 
commitment. Several TECC directors expressed frustration in this area and are 
unsure both about the incentives for business and industry to get Involved and 
about how to maintain equality in the partnerships. For the most part, the TEC 
Centers have not yet devoted a major effort toward forging connections with 
business and Industry. One director commented, "There is something there to be 
tapped, but it is a low priority." 
Relationships with IHEs 

The formal link between the TEC Centers and IHEs occurs as the result of 
SB 813 language regarding composition of the TEC Center policy board: . . 
at least one representative of institutions of higher education which maintal-n. 
a department of education and which are located in, or adjacent to, the area 
served by the center selected by these Institutions. In the event that more 
than one representative is selected, the additional representative or represen- 
tatives shall not represent the same segment of postsecondary education." This 
linkage, connecting a major staff development delivery system with the teacher 
training system, was designed to encourage cooperation, to foster sharing of 
resources, and to tie in university credit for TEC Center trainings. 

The best example of coordinated effort between the centers and IHEs 
occurs with the California Kath Project. There is an additional incentive 
for cooperation, however, in that IHEs are under mandate (SB 424, Chapter 
196/1982) to involve the TEC Centers. In a typical project the TEC Centers 
provide the advertisement, the computer equipment if needed, the physical 
space if required, and the resources for the teaching methodology component of 
the training. The IHEs, for their part, provide the curriculum content and 
instruction for the training. Notwithstanding the above example, we found 



that, in general, the link between the TEC Tenters and IHEs Is rather weak, not 
so much the result of disinterest but of disjclntedness of mission. The TEC 
Center training Is generally designed for "re-tooling" and not retraining,* 
with the exception of the Los Angeles Math and Science Retraining program (see 
also the section on retraining). Some other factors which relate to the weak 
link are: ^ 

• The TEC Centers are overwhelmed and overburdened in their primary 
mission and have little time to nurture IHE relationships beyond 
where they are now. 

• Most TEC Centers offer university credit for jointly planned IHE/TECC 
training; however, university credit, in itself, is not a str;^^*: ^ Z 
incentive for teacher participation. 

• The most successful TECC/IHE activities occur where there is a specific 
mandate for joint olanning and inpleraencation of a orograra. 

While we devczed limited time studyins? this Issue and did not interview 
EriE representatives, it is clear from our conversations with TEC Center direc- 
tors that the Link with IHEs Is limited. A few flirectors mantioned, and we 
concur, that :aore formal incentives along the lines of the vaiifornla Math 
Project are needed if additional cooperacive effort Is desired. 
Relationships Anong the 15 TEC Centers 

Although the 15 TEC Centers vary widely in geographic and other character- 
istics, they do constitute a regional staff development network. Building a 
network that is responsive to both regional and statewide staff development 
needs will require substantial communication and sharing of strategies among the 
various centers. 

Various kinds of informal and formal communication currently go on among 
the TEC Centers. Several center! directors told us that they have frequent 



telephone contact with other directors and rely on this network for advice 
and sharing of ideas. Indeed a number of the TECC directors were previously 
associated with School Resource Centers or PDPICs and have long-standing 
collegial relationships that predate TECC. Since these informal contacts are 
based on familiarity and trust, it is natural that not all directors are 
equally tied into the network. 

During 1983-84 the center directors met as a group approximately once every 
two months. On the whole the directors seem to feel that these meetings are ex- 
tremely useful in stimulating the sharing of ideas and strategies as well as in 
promoting the development of the statewide network. Superintendent Bill Honig 
met with the directors at their September meeting and urged them to develop a 
consensual definition of major Issues and approaches in staff development. 
This session stimulated a major effort by the directors to develop a set of 
concept papers as their statement on the "state of the art" of staff develop- 
ment. Subsequent meetings during the year were devoted in large part to 
presentation and discussion of the substance and implications of the concept 
papers, including an open session at the annual Staff Development Conference at 
Asilomar. The concept papers address the following areas: (1) Strategic 
Planning; (2) State of the Art of Staff Development; (3) Training of Trainers. 

The consensus among those directors involved in developing the concept 
papers is that the process they have engaged in is at least as important as 
Che products. Given the absolutely overwhelming staff development needs in 
the state, there is a general expectation that the TEC Centers must be much 
more than a dissemination network for existing training programs. Indeed the 
expectation is that the TEC Centers, as part of the larger educational reform 
. movement » will help devise staff development strategies that are substantially 
more effective than previous strategies. By developing statements on staff 



development as they envision it at its best, the directors have set some goals 
to strive -for as well as determining staff development needs for their own 
staffs. 

Overall, the meetings of the TEC Center directors (and occasionally some 
of their staffs) have been successful in building the effectiveness of the 
TEC Centers as a regional staff development network. The meetings have promoted 
group cohesion and identijrication of the directors with a significant leader- 
ship role in staff development for the state. They are a forum for exchanging 
ideas and practices and airing concerns and are the principal point of contact 
between the TEC Centers and the SDE at this time. 

One implicit purpose served by the directors* meetings is .that of quality"^- 
control. By focusing many of their discussions on the elements of effective 
staff development the directors are challenged to improve their training and 
service strategies. It is hoped that this activity wai be cf particular 
benefit to those centers that are functioning below :he "state of the art," As 
one director put it, "Within the TECCs we have the same coriclnuum of quality as 
In the field. Some TECCs say they are differenr. and u^-e 'ihiy to hide behind — 
Lhis is the fear reaction to change. The system need": i-: police itself. 
Eventually merit becomes an issue. The meetings are h^ilDing co bring along 
those centers which are not doing their job," 

Since the meetings of the directors serve such an important function, we 
believe that the TECC network would benefit from a more comprehensive and sys- 
tematic approach to the issues addressed as well as attention to the interests 
and concerns of the centers whose participation has been minimal. Even from 
those directors who have attended regularly we hear that there is a need for 
more meetings covering more issues as well as a need for more careful planning 
of the meetings and advance notice. Although the meetings have gone rather well 



this year with. an ad hoc leadership and planning effort, we feel that the 
group should consider formalizing the process. Including, perhaps, leadership 
roles and responsibilities.^ Clarification of the range of purposes and 
Issues that could be covered by such meetings would also be helpful as well as a 
process for assessing the needs of directors who may not have "bought in" to the 
current meeting format and topics. 

Our view Is that such problems as there may be In the directors' network 
are more a reflection of the extent of their needs than any deficiencies 
In the meetings that have been held. In addition to coUeglal support and 
discussion of theoretical staff development Issues, the directors need to be 
able to look to the network for Ideas or resources that relate to their spectrum 
of operations. Some of these needs are at the level of sharing approaches to^' 
such practical matters as budgets, staffing patterns, and contracted services* 
Other needs pertain to developing or adapting strategies for accomplishing 
aspects of their mission that may be especially problematic— training strategies 
in science, development of partnerships with business and Industry, and prcrtO- 
tlon of site-level staff development plans are a few exaraplta- Clearly thes^ 
needs go way beyond anything that can be met by occasional meetings of thN 
directors. Perhaps a starting point for the directors would be to discuss or 
assess their needs from the network, Including needs which might require addi- 
tional state-level resources, such as training resource centers devoted to major 
portions of the TECC mission. 

Role of the State Department of Education In Relation to the TEC Centers 

The Superintendent of Public Instruction (and the SDE) had the major role 

in designating the number and location of TECC regions and has final authority 

for the TECC program. Education Code Section 44680.08 directs the State Board 
4 "'IT— 

In May the directors voted to have a steering committee to act as liaison 
With the SDE. 



of Education, in conjunction with the Superintendent, to adopt any rules and 
regulations that might be necessary to implement the TECC program. As of this 
date, no such regulations have been proposed. The SDE also approves plans, 
allocates state funds to the centers, and evaluates the effectiveness of the 
centers. In addition to these administrative responsibilities, the SDE has a 
major statutory role in coordinating and facilitating communication among 
the centers, making exemplary program models available to all centers, and 
providing for an educational softv/^.re library* 

The major contact between the SDE and the TEC Centers is through the 
Staff Development Unit (SDU) (formerly the Office of Staff Development). 
Consultants within the SDU are assigned to each of the 15 centers and are 
available to assist TEC Center personnel, executive board members, and policy 
board members. The SDU also plays a role in convening and facilitating meetings 
of the TECC directors and providing other information and resources to TECC 
staffo 

Other units within the SDE whose activities relate to the TECC mission 
and services include the following: (1) Educational Technology; (2) the 
varLous ciirri'zulan units (especially those tor math and science); (3) School 
Leadership Unit; (4) School Improvement Program; (5) the Program Evaluation and 
Research Division; and (6) the Office of Regional Services. At the beginning of 
the 198 3-*84 school year, Superintendent Bill Honig and representatives of the 
various SDE units spoke to th^ TECC directors presumably in order to set the 
stage for more active cooi^^eratlive activities between the SDE and the centers. 

The TECC program was originally seen as a vehicle for bringing California 
educators into the ''information age.** The Honig administration and SB 813, 
with an emphasis on reform of curriculum and instruction, have r<ficast the 
TECC mission so that computers become one tool for improving curriculum and 



inatruction# It. understandably takes time for new leadership to put its imprint 
on a major program and to gain commitment to the new mission in the field. More 
specifically, it has taken time for the SDE to translate the new mission ivito 
strategies for staff development. 

At the time that the TEC Centers were planned and establir^hed , there was 
intense involvement in their implecdcritation at the highest levels within the 
SDE as well as in the Governor's office and the Legislature* There is less 
practical need for the SDE to be closely involved in procedural matters now 
that the TECC Centers have been in operation for nearly two years. Some TECC 
directors interpreted the decreased involvement of the SDE as a less of inter- 
est. As one director put it, "We have gone from being a blood child to a 
stepchild." The disengagement has taken place on both the SDE and the TECC 
sides of the relationship and seems to have arisen, at least in part, from the 
complexities and ambiguities in the governance of the TECC program. In particu- 
lar, it is unclear how the melding of statewide staff development needs and 
regional needs is to be accomplished and how the SDE can facilitate linkage 
between the TEC Centers and other staff development resources* Given this 
ambiguity and the value which the SDE places on local autonomy, the SDU kept a 
low profile partly to avoid any hint of Interfering with the regional governance 
structure* The SDU adopted the stance that the TEC Centers are relatively 
self-sufficient and will ask for help when they need it. Concern about the 
disengagement was expressed to us by TEC Center directors, policy board chair- 
persons, and SDE staff* Because interest in and expectations for the TEC 
Centers remain extremely high, a strong relationship between the centers and the 
SDE seems important to maximize success of the TECC effort* 

The TEC Centers are still quite new, and their relationships to other 

^ . • . ■ *» 

staff development providers, local educational aytencies, and the SDE are still 



evolving. There is no doubt chac they are already playing a significant role 
in professional development of school staff, especially in introducing micro- 
computers Into the instructional process. The extent to which the TEC Centers 
can contribute to addressing the massive professional development and retraining 
needs in California depends on numerous factors, one of which is a strong coop- ' 
erative relationship with the SDE. The SDE is, after all, uniquely positioned 
to influence state-level educational policy; and the TEC Centers currently have 
a stronger opportunity than any other local agency to effect partnerships among 
all of the regional and local agencies which can contribute to solutions of our 
staff development needs. 

In general, there is a need for the SDE to provide more direction to the 
TECC program. We understand the reluctance on both sides to encer into a 
relationship in which the SDE usurps control or imposes direction in a "top- 
down" manner. However, this impasse can be sidestepped if the SDE leadership 
role is construed not in terms of control but in terms of linkage, facilitation, 
and involvement in cooperative endeavors. 

Late in the spring of 1984 the SDE initiated meetings with the TECC 
directors as a whole and with a smaller steering commmictee to develop a closer 
and more cooperacive working relationship. Both the SDE and the directors 
seemed to recci?nize the importance and timeliness of this endeavor. Both 
parties now seem more committed to developing stronger ties and to clarifying 
their respective roles in the TECC program. 
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